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Abstract

This article systematically reviews research on the achievement outcomes of four types of
approaches to improving the reading success of children in the elementary grades: reading
curricula, instructional technology, instructional process programs, and combinations of curricula
and instructional process. Study inclusion criteria included use of randomized or matched
control groups, a study duration of at least 12 weeks, valid achievement measures independent of
the experimental treatments, and a final assessment at the end of grade 1 or later. A total of 63
beginning reading (starting in K or 1) and 79 upper elementary (2-5) reading studies met these
criteria. The review concludes that instructional process programs designed to change daily
teaching practices have substantially greater research support than programs that focus on

curriculum or technology alone.
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From the first day of kindergarten to the last day of elementary school, children
substantially define themselves as readers, and this has enormous influence on their development
as learners and as members of society. Those who succeed in becoming fluent, strategic, and
joyful readers are not guaranteed success in school or in life, but they are well on their way.
However, those who do not succeed in reading, or who become reluctant readers, face long odds
in achieving success in school and life. Every educator, parent, and policy maker knows the
critical importance of reading in the elementary grades. Further, the gap in reading performance
between different ethnic groups, and between middle class and disadvantaged children, is
perhaps the most important policy issue in education in the U.S. Because of the obvious
importance of success in reading, schools invest enormous sums in initial teaching of reading
and in remedial services for struggling readers.

Given the great importance of success in reading for millions of children and for our
society as a whole, one would imagine that there would be a great deal of research on how
teachers can most effectively teach children to read. There is in fact a great deal of basic research
on reading, and we know a lot about how children learn to read and what goes wrong when they
fail to learn (see for example National Reading Panel, 2000; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998;
National Early Literacy Panel, 2008). Yet there is much less research evaluating the practical
programs actually available to schools and teachers to ensure reading success, and the research
that does exist has not been comprehensively reviewed.

It is useful, for example, to know that effective beginning reading programs emphasize
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension, as concluded by the
National Reading Panel (NRP, 2000). Reviews by Adams (1990) and by Snow, Burns, & Griffin

(1998), as well as the NRP, have supported the importance of teaching with a strong emphasis on
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phonics and phonemic awareness. Yet school leaders and teachers do not choose between
“phonics” and “no phonics.” Instead, they choose among particular textbooks, software, and
professional development approaches. Any particular program may incorporate the five NRP
elements to a greater or lesser degree, but each also incorporates other features (such as
classroom organization, motivation, grouping, assessment, and professional development) that
also determine the outcomes of the program.

The importance of focusing attention on all aspects of reading approaches, not just on
phonics or other NRP elements, was illustrated by the experience of the federal Reading First
program. Based in large part on the findings of the National Reading Panel (2000) and earlier
research syntheses, the Reading First program favored phonics and phonemic awareness, and a
national study of Reading First by Gamse et al. (2008) and Moss et al. (2008) found that teachers
in Reading First schools were in fact doing more phonics teaching than were those in similar
non-Reading First schools. Yet outcomes were disappointing, with small effects seen on first
grade decoding measures and no impact on comprehension measures in grades 1-3. Similarly, a
large study of intensive professional development focusing on phonics found no effects on the
reading skills of second graders (Garet et al., 2008). The findings of these large-scale
experiments imply that while the importance of phonics and phonemic awareness in reading
instruction are well established, the addition of phonics to traditional basal instruction is not
sufficient to bring about widespread improvement in children’s reading. Other factors, especially
relating to teaching methods, are also consequential.

The What Works Clearinghouse (WWC, 2009), in its beginning reading topic report,
reviewed research on reading programs evaluated in grades K through 3. However, the WWC

only reports program ratings, and does not include discussion of the findings or draw
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generalizations about the effects of types of programs. Further, WWC inclusion standards
applied in its beginning reading topic report include very brief studies (as few as 5 hours of
instruction), and studies that used measures of skills taught in experimental but not control
groups. It does not weight by sample size, and many of its conclusions are based on atypical
effect sizes from studies with sample sizes as small as 46 (see Slavin, 2008).

The present article reviews research on the achievement outcomes of practical initial
(non-remedial) reading programs for all elementary children, grades K-5, applying consistent
methodological standards to the research. It is intended to provide fair summaries of the
achievement effects of the full range of reading approaches available to educators and policy
makers, and to summarize for researchers the current state of the art in this area. The scope of the
review includes all types of programs that teachers, principals, or superintendents might consider
to improve the success of their children in reading: curricula, instructional technology,
instructional process programs, and combinations of curricula and instructional process. The
review uses a form of best evidence synthesis (Slavin, 1986), adapted for use in reviewing “what
works” literatures in which there are generally few studies evaluating each of many programs. It
is part of a series, all of which used the same methods with minor adaptations. Separate
syntheses review research on remedial, preventive, and special education programs in elementary
reading (Slavin, Lake, Davis, & Madden, 2009), middle and high school reading programs
(Slavin, Cheung, Groff, & Lake, 2008), and reading programs for English language learners

(Cheung & Slavin, 2005).
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Focus of the Current Review

The present review uses procedures similar to those used in the secondary reading review
to examine research on initial (non-remedial) programs for elementary reading. The purpose of
the review is to place all types of initial reading programs intended to enhance reading
achievement on a common scale, to provide educators and policy makers with meaningful,
unbiased information that they can use to select programs most likely to make a difference with
their students. The review emphasizes practical programs that are or could be used at scale. It
therefore emphasizes large studies done over significant time periods that used standard
measures, to maximize the usefulness of the review to educators. The review also seeks to
identify common characteristics of programs likely to make a difference in reading achievement.
This synthesis was intended to include all kinds of approaches to reading instruction, and groups
them in four categories: reading curricula, instructional technology, instructional process
programs, and combinations of reading curricula and instructional process. Reading curricula
primarily encompass core reading textbooks and curricula, such as Reading Street and Open
Court Reading. Instructional technology refers to programs that use technology to enhance
reading achievement. This includes traditional supplementary computer-assisted instruction
(CAI) programs, in which students are sent to computer labs for additional practice. Other
instructional technology programs include Reading Reels, which provides embedded multimedia
in daily lessons, and Writing to Read, which combines technology and non-technology small
group activities. Instructional process programs rely primarily on professional development to
give teachers effective strategies for teaching reading. These include programs focusing on
cooperative learning, such as PALS and CIRC, and programs focusing on phonics and

phonological awareness. Curriculum and instructional process programs, specifically Success
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for All and Direct Instruction, provide specific phonetic curricula as well as extensive
professional development focused on instructional strategies. Comprehensive school reform
(CSR) programs were included only if they included specific reading programs; for a broader

review of outcomes of elementary CSR models, see CSRQ (2006) and Borman et al. (2003).

Methodological Issues Characteristic of Elementary Reading Research

While this review of research on reading programs shares methodological issues common
to all systematic reviews, there are also some key issues unique to this subject and grade level.
The thorniest of these relates to measurement. In the early stages of reading, researchers often
use measures such as phonemic awareness that are not “reading” in any sense, though they are
precursors. However, measures of reading comprehension and reading vocabulary tend to have
floor effects at the kindergarten and first grade levels. The present review included measures
such as letter-word identification and word attack, but did not accept measures such as auditory
phonemic awareness. Measures of oral vocabulary, spelling, and language arts were excluded at
all grade levels.

Another problem of early reading measurement is that in kindergarten, it is possible for a
study to find positive effects of programs that introduce skills not ordinarily taught in
kindergarten on measures of those skills. For example, until the late 1990’s it was not common in
U.S. kindergartens for children to be taught phonics or phonemic awareness. Programs that
moved these then first-grade skills into kindergarten might appear very effective in comparison
to control classes receiving little or no instruction on those skills, but would in fact simply be

teaching skills the control children would probably have mastered somewhat later.
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Because of the difficulty of defining and measuring early literacy skills, multi-year
evaluations of programs that may begin in kindergarten, but follow children at least through the
end of first or second grade are of particular value. By the end of second grade, it is certain that
control students as well as experimental students have been seriously taught to read, and it
becomes possible to use measures of reading comprehension and reading vocabulary that more
fully represent the goals of reading instruction, not just precursors. Multi-year studies solve the
problem of early presentation of skills ordinarily taught later. If kindergartners are taught certain
first grade reading skills, end of first grade or second grade measures should be able to determine
if this early teaching was truly beneficial. Due to the unique nature of research on kindergarten-
only programs, studies whose final posttesting took place before spring of first grade are

reviewed in a separate section of this article.

Review Methods

As noted earlier, the review methods used here are adaptations of a technique called best-
evidence synthesis (Slavin, 1986, 2008). Best-evidence syntheses seek to apply consistent, well-
justified standards to identify unbiased, meaningful information from experimental studies,
discussing each study in some detail, and pooling effect sizes across studies in substantively
justified categories. The method is very similar to meta-analysis (Cooper, 1998; Lipsey &
Wilson, 2001), adding an emphasis on narrative description of each study’s contribution. It is
similar to the methods used by the What Works Clearinghouse (2009), with a few important
exceptions noted in the following sections. See Slavin (2008) for an extended discussion and

rationale for the procedures used in all of these reviews.
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Literature Search Procedures

A broad literature search was carried out in an attempt to locate every study that could
possibly meet the inclusion requirements. Electronic searches were made of educational

databases (JSTOR, ERIC, EBSCO, Psych INFO, Dissertation Abstracts) using various

29 ¢ 2 ¢¢

combinations of key words (for example, “elementary students,” “reading,” “achievement’) and

the years 1970-2009. Results were then narrowed by subject area (for example, “reading

99 ¢ 29 ¢¢ 99 Ces

intervention,” “educational software,” “academic achievement,” “instructional strategies”). In
addition to looking for studies by key terms and subject area, we conducted searches by program
name. Web-based repositories and education publishers’ websites were also examined. We
attempted to contact producers and developers of reading programs to check whether they knew
of studies that we had missed. Citations were obtained from other reviews of reading programs
including the What Works Clearinghouse (2009) beginning reading topic report, Adams (1990),
National Reading Panel (2000), Snow, Burns & Griffin (1998), Torgerson, Brooks, & Hall
(2006), Rose (2006), and August & Shanahan (2006), or potentially related topics such as
instructional technology (E. Chambers, 2003; Kulik, 2003; Murphy et al., 2002). We also
conducted searches of recent tables of contents of key journals. We searched the following
tables of contents from 2000 to 2009: American Educational Research Journal, Reading
Research Quarterly, Journal of Educational Research, Journal of Educational Psychology,
Reading and Writing Quarterly, British Educational Research Journal, and Learning and

Instruction. Citations of studies appearing in the studies found in the first wave were also

followed up.
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Effect Sizes

In general, effect sizes were computed as the difference between experimental and
control individual student posttests after adjustment for pretests and other covariates, divided by
the unadjusted posttest control group standard deviation. If the control group SD was not
available, a pooled SD was used. Procedures described by Lipsey & Wilson (2001) and
Sedlmeier & Gigerenzor (1989) were used to estimate effect sizes when unadjusted standard
deviations were not available, as when the only standard deviation presented was already
adjusted for covariates or when only gain score SD’s were available. If pretest and posttest
means and SD’s were presented but adjusted means were not, effect sizes for pretests were
subtracted from effect sizes for posttests. In multiyear studies, effect sizes may be reported for
each year but only the final year of treatment is presented in the tables. However, if there are
multiple cohorts (e.g., K-1, K-2, K-3), each with adequate pretests, all cohorts are included in the
tables.

Effect sizes were pooled across studies for each program and for various categories of
programs. This pooling used means weighted by the final sample sizes. The reason for using
weighted means is to maximize the importance of large studies, as the previous reviews and
many others have found that small studies tend to overstate effect sizes (see Rothstein et al.,
2005; Slavin & Smith, in press).

Effect sizes were broken down for measures of decoding (e.g., word attack, letter-word
identification, and fluency), vocabulary, and comprehension/total reading. In general,
comprehension, which is the ultimate goal of reading instruction, is the most important outcome

measure. Very few studies reported separate vocabulary scores, so the tables only show separate
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outcomes for decoding and comprehension (although vocabulary measures are included in

totals).

Criteria for Inclusion

Criteria for inclusion of studies in this review were as follows.

1. The studies evaluated initial (i.e., non-remedial) classroom programs for elementary
reading. Studies of variables, such as use of ability grouping, block scheduling, or single-
sex classrooms, were not reviewed. Studies of tutoring and remedial programs for
struggling readers are reviewed in a separate article (Slavin et al., 2009).

2. The studies involved interventions that began when children were in elementary school,
grades K-5. As noted earlier, studies that began and ended in kindergarten are reviewed
separately. Programs beginning in K or 1 were categorized as beginning reading, while
those beginning in 2-5 were categorized as upper elementary.

3. The studies compared children taught in classes using a given reading program to those in
control classes using an alternative program or standard methods.

4. Studies could have taken place in any country, but the report had to be available in
English.

5. Random assignment or matching with appropriate adjustments for any pretest differences
(e.g., analyses of covariance) had to be used. Studies without control groups, such as pre-
post comparisons and comparisons to “expected” scores, were excluded.

6. Pretest data had to be provided, unless studies used random assignment of at least 30
units (individuals, classes, or schools) and there were no indications of initial inequality.

Studies with pretest differences of more than 50% of a standard deviation were excluded
11
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because, even with analyses of covariance, large pretest differences cannot be adequately
controlled for as underlying distributions may be fundamentally different (Shadish, Cook,
& Campbell, 2002).

7. The dependent measures included quantitative measures of reading performance, such as
standardized reading measures. Experimenter-made measures were accepted if they were
comprehensive measures of reading, which would be fair to the control groups, but
measures of reading objectives inherent to the experimental program (but unlikely to be
emphasized in control groups) were excluded. Studies using measures inherent to
treatments, usually made by the experimenter or program developer, have been found to
be associated with much larger effect sizes than are measures that are independent of
treatments (Slavin & Madden, in press), and for this reason, effect sizes from treatment-
inherent measures were excluded. The exclusion of measures inherent to the experimental
treatment is a key difference between the procedures used in the present review and those
used by the What Works Clearinghouse (2009). Measures of reading individually
administered by the children’s own teachers were also excuded, on the basis that such
assessments are susceptible to bias. As noted above, measures of pre-reading skills such
as phonological awareness, as well as related skills such as oral vocabulary, language
arts, and spelling, were not included in this review.

8. A minimum study duration of 12 weeks was required. This requirement is intended to
focus the review on practical programs intended for use for the whole year, rather than
brief investigations. Study duration is measured from the beginning of the treatments to
posttest, so, for example, an intensive 8-week intervention in the fall of first grade would

be considered a year-long study if the posttest were given in May. The 12-week criterion
12
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has been consistently used in all of the systematic reviews done previously by the current
authors. This is another difference between the current review and the What Works
Clearinghouse (2009) beginning reading topic report, which included very brief studies.

9. Studies had to have at least 15 students and two teachers in each treatment group.

Limitations

It is important to note several limitations of the current review. First, the review focuses
on experimental studies using quantitative measures of reading. There is much to be learned
from qualitative and correlational research that can add depth and insight to understanding the
effects of reading programs, but this research is not reviewed here. Second, the review focuses
on replicable programs used in realistic school settings expected to have an impact over periods
of at least 12 weeks. This emphasis is consistent with the review’s purpose in providing
educators with useful information about the strength of evidence supporting various practical
programs, but it does not attend to shorter, more theoretically-driven studies that may also
provide useful information, especially to researchers. Finally, the review focuses on traditional
measures of reading performance, primarily individually-administered or group-administered
standardized tests. These are useful in assessing the practical outcomes of various programs and
are fair to control as well as experimental teachers, who are equally likely to be trying to help
their students do well on these assessments. The review does not report on experimenter-made
measures of content taught in the experimental group but not the control group, even though

results on such measures may also be of importance to some researchers or educators.
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Categories of Research Design

Four categories of research designs were identified. Randomized experiments (R) were
those in which students, classes, or schools were randomly assigned to treatments, and data
analyses were at the level of random assignment. When schools or classes were randomly
assigned but there were too few schools or classes to justify analysis at the level of random
assignment, the study was categorized as a randomized quasi-experiment (RQE) (Slavin, 2008).
Matched (M) studies were ones in which experimental and control groups were matched on key
variables at pretest, before posttests were known, while matched post-hoc (MPH) studies were
ones in which groups were matched retrospectively, after posttests were known. Studies using
fully randomized designs (R) are preferable to randomized quasi-experiments (RQE), but all
randomized experiments are less subject to bias than matched studies. Among matched designs,
prospective designs (M) were preferred to post-hoc matched designs (MPH). In the text and in
tables, studies of each type of program are listed in this order (R, RQE, M, MPH). Within these
categories, studies with larger sample sizes are listed first. Therefore, studies discussed earlier in

each section should be given greater weight than those listed later, all other things being equal.

For Additional Information

The following sections present summaries of findings and tables showing characteristics
and findings of individual studies. Descriptions of individual studies have been withheld to meet
the page limits of this journal, but can be seen in an online version at www.bestevidence.org. The
web site presents reviews separately for beginning and upper-elementary reading. The web

versions also include appendices listing all relevant studies excluded from the review and the
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reasons for exclusion, as well as overall ratings of the strength of the evidence supporting use of

individual programs.

Beginning Reading

From the first day of kindergarten to the last day of first grade, most children go through
an extraordinary transformation as readers. If all goes well, children at the end of first grade
know the sounds of all the letters and can form them into words, know the most common sight
words, and can read and comprehend simple texts. The K-1 period is distinct from other stages of
reading development because during this stage, children are learning all the basic skills of
turning print into meaning. From second grade on, children build fluency, comprehension, and
vocabulary for reading ever more complex text in many genres, but the K-1 period is
qualitatively different in its focus on basic skills. The following sections summarize research on

programs for beginning reading.

Research on Beginning Reading Curricula

The reading curricula category consists of textbooks for initial (non-remedial) reading
instruction. Some professional development is typically provided with these textbooks, but far
less than would be typical of instructional process approaches.

Table 1 summarizes descriptions and outcomes of all studies of curriculum programs for

beginning reading.

TABLE 1 HERE
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Beginning reading curricula have been evaluated in seven studies, five of which used
randomized quasi-experiments.

These studies evaluated three core basal reading programs, Open Court Reading,
Reading Street, and Scholastic Phonics Readers with Literacy Place, plus three supplemental
programs, the Open Court Phonics Kit, Phonics in Context, and Elements of Reading: Phonics
and Phonemic Awareness. The sample size-weighted mean effect size across all seven was
+0.12, with the four studies of core basal programs reporting a weighted mean effect size of
+0.11 and the three studies of supplementary programs with a weighted mean of +0.12. Effect
sizes averaged +0.23 for decoding measures, but only +0.09 for comprehension/total reading

measurcs.

Research on Instructional Technology For Beginning Reading

The effectiveness of instructional technology (IT) has been extensively debated over the
past 20 years, and there is a great deal of research on the topic. Kulik (2003) concluded that
research did not support use of IT in elementary or secondary reading, although E. Chambers
(2003) came to a somewhat more positive conclusion.

Thirteen studies of instructional technology for beginning reading met the standards for
the present review. These were divided into three categories. Supplemental technology
programs, such as Waterford, WICAT, and Phonics-Based Reading, are programs that provide
additional instruction at students’ assessed levels of need to supplement traditional classroom
instruction. Mixed-method models, represented by Writing to Read, are methods that use

computer-assisted instruction along with non-computer activities as students’ core reading
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approach. Embedded multimedia, represented by Reading Reels, provides video content
embedded in teachers’ whole-class lessons.
Descriptions and outcomes of all studies of instructional technology in beginning reading

that met the inclusion criteria appear in Table 2.

TABLE 2 HERE

The weighted mean effect size for all technology approaches in beginning reading was
only +0.09 across 13 studies. A large, randomized study by Dynarski et al. (2007) and
Campuzano et al. (2009) found no impact of five current supplemental CAI models. This study’s
findings greatly affected the weighted mean of nine studies of supplementary CAI, estimated at
+0.08. The weighted mean effect size for decoding measures, also substantially affected by the
Dynarski/Campuzano findings, was only +0.05, although comprehension/total reading effects
(not measured in the Dynarski/Campuzano study) averaged +0.20. Large effect sizes were
reported in small, matched studies of Waterford and WICAT. Reading Reels, which uses
multimedia embedded in teachers’ class lessons, had modest positive effects in two large
randomized experiments (weighted mean ES=+0.20). With these potentially promising
exceptions, research on the use of technology in beginning reading instruction does not show

positive achievement effects of the types of software that have been most commonly used.

Research on Instructional Process Programs for Beginning Reading

Instructional process programs are methods that focus on providing teachers with

extensive professional development to implement specific instructional methods. These fell into
17
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three categories. Cooperative learning programs (Slavin, 1995, 2009) use methods in which
students work in small groups to help one another master academic content. Phonological
awareness training is an approach that gives teachers specific classroom strategies for building
phonics and phonemic awareness skills. Phonics-focused professional development models,
including Reading and Integrated Literacy Strategies (RAILS), Sing, Spell, Read, and Write,
Ladders to Literacy, Early Reading Research, and Orton Gillingham, provide training to
teachers to help them effectively incorporate phonics, phonemic awareness, and other elements
in beginning reading lessons. Note that two comprehensive programs combining instructional
process approaches with innovative curricula, Success for All and Direct Instruction, are
reviewed in a separate section of this article.

Descriptions and outcomes of all studies of instructional process programs meeting the

inclusion criteria appear in Table 3.

TABLE 3

Effects for instructional process programs were very positive. Across 17 studies, five of
which were randomized quasi-experiments, the weighted mean effect size for instructional
process approaches in beginning reading was +0.37. The mean was +0.47 for decoding measures
and +0.30 for comprehension/total reading measures. In particular, positive effects were seen on
cooperative learning programs such as Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS) and Classwide
Peer Tutoring (mean ES=+0.46), phonics-focused professional development programs such as

Sing, Spell, Read, and Write, Early Reading Research, and RAILS (mean ES=+0.43), and
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teaching of phonological awareness to kindergartners (mean ES=+0.22 on tests at the end of first

or second grade).

Research on Combined Curriculum and Instructional Process Approaches for Beginning

Reading
Evaluations of programs that provide complete curricula as well as extensive professional
development in classroom instructional processes are summarized in Table 4. These consist of

two programs, Success for All and Direct Instruction.

TABLE 4 HERE

Success for All (SFA) is a comprehensive school reform program designed to ensure
success in reading for children in high-poverty schools (Slavin, Madden, Chambers, & Haxby,
2009). It provides schools with a K-5 reading curriculum that focuses on phonemic awareness,
phonics, comprehension, and vocabulary development, beginning with phonetically-controlled
mini-books in grades K-1. Cooperative learning is extensively used at all grade levels.
Struggling students, especially first graders, receive one-to-one tutoring. Extensive professional
development and a full-time facilitator help teachers effectively apply all program elements.
Across 23 studies involving more than 12,000 children, the weighted mean effect size for
Success for All was +0.29. On decoding measures the overall mean was +0.33, and the mean was
+0.27 for comprehension/total reading.

Dating back to the 1960’s, Direct Instruction (DI) is an approach to beginning reading

instruction that emphasizes a step-by-step approach to phonics, decodable texts that make use of
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a unique initial teaching alphabet, and structured, scripted manuals for teachers.Across three
evaluations of Direct Instruction, the weighted mean effect size for beginning reading was +0.10.
However, it is important to note that in other reviews that examined effects of DI in all
elementary grades (not just K-1), this program has been rated as among the strongest in reading

outcomes (e.g., Herman, 1999; Borman et al., 2003; CSRQ, 2006).

Kindergarten—Only Studies

As noted earlier, studies that take place only during kindergarten can pose serious
methodological challenges. Because the goals of kindergarten instruction vary a great deal from
place to place, and have changed dramatically over the past 30 years, it is always possible that
any experimental-control difference on an end-of-kindergarten reading measure is simply due to
the fact that the control group was not being taught to read. Even when reading is being taught,
kindergarten classes can vary greatly in their emphasis on phonics, so measures of word attack
and phonological awareness can be easily inflated by programs that focus on these skills earlier
than the control treatment does. Still, it is useful to know about kindergarten-only studies, as they
can provide initial indications of programs worth following through to first grade and beyond.

Thirteen studies met the standards of the review but took place only during the

kindergarten year. These are summarized in Table 5.

TABLE 5 HERE

The kindergarten-only studies generally support the conclusions of the studies that follow

children through first grade and beyond. It is important to note that many of the programs cited
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in the main review, which tested children at the end of first grade, also reported very positive
outcomes during kindergarten. These are also programs with a strong emphasis on phonics
and/or cooperative learning, including Success for All (e.g., Jones et al., 1997), and the

phonological awareness training programs (e.g., Lundberg et al., 1988).

Overall Patterns of OQutcomes: Beginning Reading

Across all categories, there were 63 qualifying studies of beginning reading programs
that posttested children at the end of first grade or later. Nineteen of the studies used random
assignment (8 were fully randomized and 11 were randomized quasi-experiments). The sample
size-weighted mean effect size was +0.22. These studies, involving more than 22,000 children,
were identified from among more than 2000 studies initially reviewed, and represent those that
used rigorous experimental procedures.

Overall effects were somewhat stronger for decoding measures (such as Woodcock Word
Attack and Letter-Word Identification) than for measures of comprehension and total reading.
Across all studies, the weighted mean effect size was +0.27 for decoding measures and +0.20 for
comprehension/total reading. Comprehension measures were more likely to show positive effects
in multiyear studies that followed children into second grade or beyond.

There are several important patterns in the findings on beginning reading programs that
are worthy of note. First, this article finds that successful programs almost always provide
teachers with extensive professional development and followup focused on specific teaching
methods. In particular, most of the beginning reading programs with strong evidence of
effectiveness have cooperative learning at their core: Success for All, Peer-Assisted Learning

Strategies, Reading Reels, and Classwide Peer Tutoring all emphasize children working with
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other children on structured activities. These are all forms of cooperative learning in which
students work in small groups to help one another master reading skills, and in which the success
of the team depends on the individual learning of each team member, the elements that previous
reviewers (e.g., Rohrbeck et al., 2003; Slavin, 1995, 2009; Webb, 2008) have identified as
essential to the effectiveness of cooperative learning.

Second, all of the beginning reading programs found to be effective or promising in
qualifying experiments have a strong focus on teaching phonics and phonemic awareness. This is
particularly true of Success for All, PALS, Reading Reels, phonological awareness training, Open
Court Phonics Kits, Scholastic Phonics Readers with Literacy Place, Early Reading Research,
Reading and Integrated Literacy Strategies (RAILS), Direct Instruction, and Phonics-Based
Reading. 1t is important to note that studies of all of these programs found positive effects on
comprehension and/or total reading measures, not just decoding measures that would appear
more slanted toward phonetic approaches. However, an emphasis on phonics did not guarantee
positive effects. Phonetic curricular approaches and supplemental computer-assisted instruction
models, in particular, had minimal impacts on student outcomes. A large-scale evaluation of
phonics-focused professional development by Garet et al. (2008) similarly found minimal effects
for second graders. It clearly matters a great deal how reading is taught, and an emphasis on
phonics may be necessary but it is not sufficient to ensure meaningful reading gains.

One key implication of the Gamse et al. (2008) evaluation of Reading First is that it is not
enough to encourage teachers to emphasize phonics, phonemic awareness, and other elements.
The Moss et al. (2008) report that analyzed differences between Reading First and similar Title I
schools that did not receive Reading First funding found that Reading First teachers were in fact

spending more time teaching reading, and specifically more time on phonics, phonemic
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awareness, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. The Reading First teachers were
significantly more likely to use basal textbooks that were revisions of traditional basals designed
primarily to increase the focus on phonics and phonemic awareness. In order of popularity in
Reading First schools, these were Harcourt Trophies (22.5% of RF, 15.0% of non-RF), Open
Court Reading (15.4% vs. 9.8%), Scott Foresman Reading (13.0% vs. 12.2%), and Houghton
Mifflin’s Nation’s Choice (10.7% vs 2.5%). Yet none of these had ever been evaluated at the
beginning of Reading First, and only Open Court Reading has been adequately evaluated since
then, in a study that found modest impacts (ES=+0.17; Borman, Dowling, et al., 2007). If
adopting books with more phonics and spending a few more minutes each day on the five
elements recommended by the National Reading Panel (2000) were sufficient to improve
beginning reading performance, the Gamse et al. (2008) national evaluation would have found
significant positive effects. The research summarized in the present review points in a different
direction. It supports the use of well-developed programs that integrate curriculum, pedagogy,

and extensive professional development.

Upper Elementary Reading Programs

From second to fifth grade, children go through a critical transformation as readers. Most
beginning second graders are able to decode, to recognize key sight words, to comprehend
simple texts, and to read with some degree of fluency. The tasks that lay ahead of them,
however, are qualitatively different from those they have navigated so far. They must consolidate
and extend their basic skills, to be sure, and they must become fluent, confident readers. But
most importantly, children in the upper elementary grades must become strategic comprehenders

of increasingly sophisticated text. They must build a vocabulary of words and concepts as well as
23
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a vocabulary of cognitive and metacognitive approaches to texts. While decoding skills may
develop in a fairly step-by-step progression, the skills mastered in the upper elementary grades
emerge as children read in many genres and learn how to make sense of what they read, a less
straightforward process. Early decoding success is a key predictor of success in the upper
elementary grades and beyond (e.g., Juel, 1988), yet there are many children who are successful
decoders but poor comprehenders. This period is also distinct from the middle grades, when
reading instruction is not typically taught as a separate subject but is subsumed in English or
language arts.

Because of the different objectives and requirements of the upper elementary grades,
programs that are effective in building beginning reading skills are not necessarily optimal in the
upper elementary grades, and vice versa. For this reason, in reviewing research on effective
reading programs, it is important to review programs at each of these levels separately. This
section focuses on studies of non-remedial classroom reading approaches that begin in grades

2-5.

Current Issues in Upper-Elementary Reading

In recent years, reading in the upper elementary grades has taken on particular centrality
because of the growing importance of test-based accountability. In the U.S., state accountability
systems have long emphasized performance in grades 3-5 as the indicator of elementary school
success, and in 2001, No Child Left Behind heightened this emphasis, requiring testing of
reading and math in every grade from three to eight, and adding sanctions for schools not making
adequate yearly progress. In England, Key Stage 2 assessments in reading and math in Year 6

(age 11) are the main indicators of primary school success.
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Despite the obvious importance of upper-elementary reading for policy and practice,
there has never been a review of research on effective programs at this grade level. The federal
What Works Clearinghouse (2009) has created a topic report on beginning reading programs,
and this synthesis included studies with students up to third grade. However, the WWC excluded
studies that included grades above 3 if they did not analyze data separately for grades above and
below third grade, and this excluded many upper-elementary studies that included grades 2-4, 3-
5, and so on. At this writing, the WWC has not announced a plan to do an upper-elementary
reading review. Deshler, Palincsar, Biancarosa, & Nair (2007) published a major “research-based
guide to instructional programs and practices” for struggling adolescent readers. It contains brief
discussions of the research evidence supporting each of 48 widely-used programs, as well as lists
of articles for each, and many of the articles reported studies of grades 3-6. Yet Deshler et al.
(2007) did not attempt to synthesize or compare the evidence bases for the programs at any grade
level.

The review of research on upper-elementary reading programs summarized in this section
uses methods identical to those used in the beginning reading review, except that programs had
to have begun in grades 2-5. This synthesis groups upper elementary reading programs in three
categories, defined previously for beginning reading programs: reading curricula, instructional
technology, and instructional process programs. Reading curricula primarily encompass core
reading textbooks and curricula, such as Scott Foresman’s Reading Street, as well as
supplementary texts such as Scholastic’s Fluency Formula. Instructional technology (IT) refers
to programs that use technology to enhance reading achievement, especially computer-assisted
instruction (CAl). Instructional process programs are the most diverse. All programs in this

category rely primarily on professional development to give teachers effective strategies for
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teaching reading. These include programs focusing on cooperative learning, classroom
motivation and management, and metacognitive strategies. Examples include Cooperative
Integrated Reading and Composition, Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS), Exemplary
Center for Reading Instruction (ECRI), and Consistency Management-Cooperative Discipline

(CMCD).

Research on Upper Elementary Reading Curricula

The reading curricula category includes 7 qualifying studies of core basal textbooks and 8

studies of supplementary texts used as initial instruction with all students. Characteristics and

findings of individual studies appear in Table 6.

TABLE 6 HERE

Both core and supplemental reading curricula for the upper-elementary grades have been
studied in high-quality evaluations. Among 15 studies, there were five randomized experiments
as well as four randomized quasi-experiments, involving more than 10,000 students. These
studies found few effects on student reading achievement. The weighted mean effect size for
core reading curricula was only +0.06, and for supplementary curricula it was +0.08, with an
overall weighted mean of +0.06. The mean for the randomized studies and randomized quasi-
experiments was +0.04. The only curriculum with promising effects was Open Court (average
ES =+0.18), but in both of the studies of this program teachers received far more professional
development than that usually provided, and in both studies Open Court was used for 2'4 hours

per day while control students had 90 minutes of reading.
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Research on Instructional Technology Programs for Upper Elementary Grades

Thirty-one studies of instructional technology for grades 2-6 met the standards for this
review. These were divided into three categories. Supplemental CAI programs, such as
Jostens/Compass Learning, Academy of Reading, LeapTrack, My Reading Coach, and
CCC/Successmaker provided additional instruction at students’ assessed levels of need to
supplement traditional classroom instruction. Computer-Managed Learning Systems included
only Accelerated Reader. This program uses computers to assess students’ reading levels, assign
reading materials at students’ levels, score tests on those readings, and chart students’ progress,
but students do not work directly on the computer. Innovative Technology Applications included
Fast ForWord and Lightspan.

Descriptions and outcomes of all studies of instructional technology in upper elementary

reading that met the inclusion criteria appear in Table 7.

TABLE 7 HERE

Among the 31 qualifying upper-elementary studies that evaluated various forms of
instructional technology, eight used random assignment to treatments. The studies involved a
total of more than 10,000 students. Overall, the sample size-weighted mean effect size was very
small (ES=+0.06). The randomized evaluations (n=8) had a weighted mean effect size of +0.05.
These findings support Kulik’s (2003) conclusion that effects of computer-assisted instruction in
reading are minimal.

None of the three categories of instructional technology programs had convincing

positive effects. Across 25 studies of supplemental programs (such as Jostens and CCC), the
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weighted mean effect size was +0.05. Two studies of Accelerated Reader had a mean effect size
of + 0.06. Effect sizes were higher but samples were small in two studies of Fast ForWord,
which had a mean effect size of +0.21, and a small study of Lightspan had an effect size of
+0.42.

It is important to note that there is no trend toward more positive effects of IT in more
recent studies. Among 11 studies reported since 2000, the weighted mean effect size was only
+0.06, and the large, randomized study by Dynarski et al. (2007; Campuzano et al., 2009) found
no significant effects of use of a variety of modern software on the reading achievement of fourth
graders (ES=10.02). Most of the IT studies involved use of computers as supplements to regular
classroom instruction, usually for about 30 minutes, one to three times a week. It may be that
more intensive uses of IT would produce more robust effects, and the study of My Reading
Coach, which provided computerized instruction 45 minutes every day and showed positive
effects (ES=+0.24) in a large randomized evaluation, is a hint in this direction. Another
promising use of technology is in integrated computer and non-computer instruction, as done in
Read 180, successfully evaluated in the middle grades (Slavin et al., 2008). However, the
evidence summarized here clearly indicates that the types of supplementary computer-assisted
instruction programs that have dominated the use of technology in education for thirty years are
not producing significant effects in upper-elementary reading. Many studies of IT are of high
quality and many of them involve large samples. It is difficult to imagine that such a large

number of studies would fail to detect a meaningful impact if it existed.
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Research on Upper Elementary Instructional Process Programs

Instructional process programs are methods that focus on providing teachers with
extensive professional development to implement specific instructional methods. In upper
elementary reading, instructional process programs are quite diverse. Thirty-three studies, six of
which used random assignment, evaluated a broad range of approaches. Cooperative learning
programs (Slavin, 1995, 2009; Webb, 2008) use methods in which students work in small groups
to help one another master academic content.

Strategy instruction programs teach students cognitive and metacognitive skills such as
summarization, graphic organizers, and prediction to help them comprehend text. Strategy
instruction is often combined with other methods, especially cooperative learning and peer
tutoring. Structured phonetic intervention programs are approaches emphasizing phonics,
systematic instruction, and frequent assessment of student progress. Phonics-focused
professional development programs are ones that teach teachers the NRP elements, especially
phonics and phonemic awareness, mostly in workshops. Integrated language arts programs are
less structured and less phonetic, and focus on integrating reading and writing, literature study,
and pleasure in reading. Cross-age tutoring programs involve older children working with
younger ones, and same-age tutoring involves having children take turns tutoring one another.
Classroom management and motivation programs focus on building a positive learning
environment.

Descriptions and outcomes of all studies of upper elementary instructional process

programs meeting the inclusion criteria appear in Table 8.
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TABLE 8

Both the methods and the findings of instructional process programs for upper-
elementary reading were quite diverse. Across 33 experimental-control comparisons, involving
more than 17,000 students, the weighted mean effect size was +0.21. These include four
randomized and two RQE studies.

Ten of the studies evaluated two forms of cooperative learning. These had a weighted
mean effect size of +0.21. All but one of the cooperative learning studies evaluated Cooperative
Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC), which involves students in well-structured
cooperative groups within which they help each other master and apply metacognitive learning
strategies. CIRC was the basis for middle school reading programs called Student Team Reading
and The Reading Edge, which had a weighted mean effect size of +0.29 in four secondary
studies. The consistent positive effects of this family of cooperative learning approaches support
the idea that programs focusing on professional development in structured activities that engage
children in discussions about reading, giving them opportunities to help each other learn and use
metacognitive skills, may have particular promise for enhancing reading achievement from the
second grade onward. Positive effects were also found for cross-age tutoring programs
(ES=+0.26 in 4 studies) and for same-age tutoring (ES=+0.26 in 2 studies), reinforcing the
conclusion that structuring interaction among students on reading strategies is an effective
approach. Another promising category was programs emphasizing metacognitive strategy

instruction, such as Reciprocal Teaching and Thinking Maps, which had a weighted mean effect
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size of +0.32 in 5 studies. In these programs, students were taught skills such as prediction,
summarization, and self-evaluation.

It is important to note that additional instructional process programs also showed positive
effects, but because the studies evaluating these approaches involved small groups of struggling
readers rather than students in general, these findings are reviewed by Slavin et al. (2009). These

include DISTAR/Corrective Reading, PALS, and Empower Reading.

Overall Patterns of Outcomes: Upper Elementary Reading

Across all categories, there were 79 qualifying studies of upper-elementary school
reading programs involving a total of more than 32,000 students, of which 23 used random
assignment (16 were fully randomized and 7 were randomized quasi- experiments). The overall
sample size-weighted mean effect size was +0.13. The mean effect sizes of +0.06 for reading
curricula and +0.06 for technology contrast with a mean of +0.21 for instructional process
programs, such as cooperative learning and strategy instruction, reinforcing the findings of the

beginning reading review.

Outcomes for High Poverty Schools

An important question for policy and practice is whether effects of various programs are
particularly strong or weak for students in high-poverty schools. To examine this question,
schools in each study were defined as ‘high-poverty’ if at least 50% of their students qualified
for free or reduced-price lunches, or if other information in the study (such as a description of
schools as serving high-poverty neighborhoods) indicated high poverty status. Forty-one

beginning reading and thirty-one of the upper-elementary studies involved high-poverty schools,

The Best Evidence Encyclopedia is a free web site created by the Johns Hopkins University School of Education’s Center for Data-Driven
Reform in Education (CDDRE) under funding from the Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.

31



by this definition. At beginning and upper-elementary grade levels, outcomes were very similar
for high-poverty schools (mean ES=+0.15) and low-poverty schools (mean ES=+0.14). Among
the studies of reading curricula, weighted mean effect sizes were +0.07 (n=14) for high-poverty
schools and +0.09 (n=8) for low-poverty schools. For IT, the weighted mean effect sizes were
+0.08 (n=17) for high-poverty schools and +0.06 (n=26) for low-poverty schools. Among
studies of instructional process programs, including beginning reading programs that combine
instructional process and curriculum, the weighted mean effect sizes were +0.27 (n=45) for high-
poverty schools and +0.20 (n=31) for low-poverty schools.

As in the overall set of studies, the studies of high-poverty schools supported the
observation that programs that provide extensive professional development to teachers in
specific classroom strategies are most likely to make a difference in the achievement of students
in high-poverty schools. From a policy perspective, what these findings imply is that proven
models could be used effectively in any type of school, but in order to reduce gaps according to
socioeconomic status, these programs should be particularly encouraged among high-poverty

Title I schools.

Overall Discussion

The research reviewed in this article provides reason for optimism about the
improvement of basic reading instruction in the elementary grades. Sixty-three studies of
beginning reading programs and 79 studies of upper-elementary reading programs met stringent
methodological requirements, and these studies provide support for many replicable approaches.
More research on a larger set of programs is needed, of course, but the research that already

exists provides educators and policy makers with several robust approaches they could choose to
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improve their students’ reading performance. Those programs have been shown to be effective in
high-poverty as well as less disadvantaged schools, so if the effective programs were
implemented with integrity by many schools serving disadvantaged students, this could
significantly reduce achievement gaps between middle class and lower class children. The
research also identified types of approaches that have not been successful in improving
elementary reading performance.

There are several important patterns in the findings that are worthy of note. First, for both
beginning reading and upper-elementary reading, this article finds extensive evidence supporting
forms of cooperative learning in which students work in small groups to help one another master
reading skills, and in which the success of the team depends on the individual learning of each
team member. In beginning reading, examples of cooperative learning included PALS, and
cooperative learning is a key component of Success for All. In upper-elementary reading, the
category is primarily represented by Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC).
Positive effects for studies of cross-age and same-age tutoring at all grade levels also reinforce
the value of engaging students in structured peer-to-peer interactions. The finding of positive
effects of cooperative learning programs is consistent with the findings of reviews of secondary
reading programs (Slavin, Cheung, Groff, & Lake, 2008) and elementary and secondary math
programs (Slavin, Lake, & Groff, in press; Slavin & Lake, 2008).

Also consistent with previous reviews is the finding that both alternative curricula and
instructional technology generally produced small effects on reading measures at all grade levels.
In particular, the evidence did not support the idea that simply introducing materials or training
with a strong emphasis on phonics will significantly improve reading outcomes. Effects of

adopting phonetic textbooks were very small, and a large study of LETRS, a professional
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development program focused on phonics, also found disappointing results (Garet et al., 2008).
These findings suggest that while phonics appears necessary in reading instruction, adding a
phonics focus is not enough to increase reading achievement.

The findings of this review add to a growing body of evidence to the effect that what
matters for student achievement are approaches that fundamentally change what teachers and
students do together every day. These programs are characterized by extensive professional
development in classroom strategies intended to maximize students’ participation and
engagement, give them effective metacognitive strategies for comprehending text, and strengthen
their phonics skills. As in earlier reviews, such strategies had outcomes that were clearly and
consistently more positive than those found for curricula or IT alone. These positive effects were
found equally for high-poverty and low-poverty schools, and they were found on comprehension
as well as decoding measures. More research and development of reading programs for
elementary students is clearly needed, but this review identifies several promising approaches

that could be used today to help students succeed in reading in the elementary grades.
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Table 4: Curriculum + Instructional Process Programs in Beginning Reading
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1555 students T agean S =cond cohort (Gr. 1)]  ~0.08
) % panish (Gr. 1) +0.21
é ?ﬁ: Average of Woodeock and
; : ' DORT acros: cohorts
3 cohorts: High-poverty
English speakern multilingval schools . . -
Livingston & Flaherty (1997)| Matched (L) | 2veam | (272E. 1840) 1.2 in Modesto and English-Domirant| ~ +0.28 049 +0.49 2049
Rpanish bilingual Riverside, CA
(8TE, 33 0) Epanish Bilingual +0.77
Oither ESL
=043
(80E 112C) EiL
;’Sﬂ’ MMostly Hispanic
slandui schoals in Average of Woodeock and
zetal. )] it ed (L) 7 540 students . L - H1 62 +0. =047
Floss ot al. (15956) latehed (L) 1 wear 340 student 1 Amphithaster District [DORT 06 (.33 0.4

(162E, 371C)

near Toeson, AT
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(217E, 132C)

Desi = E ffect Sizez by Ov erall
Study L aresSmall Duration N Grade 1 . . Posttest Subgroup’ |Decoding | Comprehenszion | E ffect
=z Mezzure Size
2 schoals Woodoock
(IE, 1C) Einderzarten =053
408 students Woodeocloand DORT
Gii{:ﬁf ’ | 3 Conorts lstzeade| =020
Tsmdens | oot -
(113E, 55C) E-3 Hizh-poverty A4 |8ATor BSAP
Jeones etal. (1597 Matched (L) 3 vaar CG].'I.{:!: 3. : 'C{Q.I.'I;D'I-lt 2: |scheols ir;‘{él'la.ﬂaatun_ 1st grade o0 023 +0.02 +0.27
157 =rL.€.anI= Cohort 3 AT
(109, 48C) E-1 2nd zrade +0.10
Cohort 3: ; e i
165 students gAT
(117E, 52C)
3rd grads 4006
8 schoals . .
Mostlvy Hispamc . "
. * T ~ .
B. Chambers =t al. (2005) Matched (L) | 1wear (4E, 4C) K-l communities inthe | Coiock Reading 20 +0.21 +0.20
435 students s Nastery Test
(31IE, 144C)
2 schedls
(1E.1C) Fural sehoals i Average of Woodeock and
Ross, Smith, & Casey (1952) | Matched (L) | 3veasm | 370 students 13 pralsshogim o |Averagsos Womoeoskans -0.10 o411 010
i Caldwell, ID DORT
(223E, 147C)
3 cohorts
Woodeocl:
8 schoals .
(GE. 5C) High-poverty schools Word Identification +022
Poss & Caszev (1908b) Wlatchad (L) | 2 wears 336 . n;arlt K-1 in Ft. Wayne, IV; Word Attacl +0.45 +033 +0.17 +023
(I;LF: 20 <c=- T3%FL, 43% minerity|  Passase Comprhension +0.14
ST Dourr=ll Oral +0.21
& schoals
. - . . (3E.30) . High-poverty schools - -
Mu : Dhoss 2 ] A = ] rEATE - . .. —m - +0.15 +0.15
Mufioz & Dossatt (2004) Tatchad (L) 3 vaars 340 2 rdents E-3 in Lovisville, KY CTB3 0.1 0.1
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. E ffact Sizes by Owerall
) Design . Sample ; . q
Study Laree/Small Duration N Grade . e Posttest Subgroup’ |Decoding | Comprehension I,f:fet:t
Meazure Siza
Woodcock
Latter-Word Identification <045
o ‘ - Mostly Hispanic Wom Atack|  -0.36
5 ’i?’ (ISE” 30 ’MHEEFIL_ ’d-_mﬂl’ M Passazs Comprehension +0.45
. - students alifornia — -
A . 3 A =4 (L} T e W I (all thres = 045 +0.42
Dianda & Flaherty (19935 latched (L) VEATS (31E, 188C) 1 72% FL, 42%H. m::i::t (allt 041 04 0.4
333:531_ Erglishapealrers|  +0.53
< &panish bilingual +0.84
Spanish dorminant +0.82
MNon-Enslish speakers +0.11
4 schods
. . (2E,20C) Svburban schools in [Average of Woodcock and
3 8 Cazey i} it =t (L) 7 . A2 -
Foss & Casey (1558a) fatehed (L) 1wyaar 316 students 1 Dortland, OF DORT 0.00 £.0 001
(136E, 1600C)
Cohort 1: Average of Woodeockand
135 students DORT
i e e . U i (B4E, 4103 E-1 High-poverty schools . =
Fooss, Smith & Casey (1997) | Wlatchad (L) 2 w=ars Cohort 2- 5 inClark= Co. GA lst srade 2027 22 =008 +0.15
146 students e
(106E, 40C) 2nd zrads =003
2 schodls Average of Woodcock and
3 cohorts DOET
251 students
Cohort 1 T - 2nd grade +0.10
Ross et al. (1995} Matched (L} | 3 vaam 39E. 47C K4 ﬁﬂ.ﬁi_ﬂ&diqmﬂ. 003 £.09 000
avme,
Cohort 2: 3:d grade 0.10
34E, 20C
Cohaort 3:
43E, 32C 4th grads ey
Weoodcock
(i Eﬂﬁ: High-poverty African Word Identification +0.52
Cazey ot al. (1994) Matched (3} 1 wear Con 1 American schools in Word Attack +1.03 78 +0.53 .65
185 students N [ -
(116E, 73C) Memghis, TN Pazzaze Comprshension +0.63
Durrzll Oral Rzading =042
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Englizh classes

E ffact Sizes by Owerall
) Design . Sample ; . .
Study Larse/Small Duration N Grade . e Posttaest Subgroup/ |Decoding | Comprehension I,f.fet:t
Meazure Siza
E{::iull-: Average of Woodeock and
133 students Affican American [0 L
3 ) E-1 stedents in high-
Ross, Smith, &Bond (1994) | Matched (8) | 2ymm | (oo 650) - dsnts in gl K-l Cohot|  +0.39 076 047 ys
Cohort 2: -2 poverty schools in
2 schodls Montzomery, AL
46 studants 1-2 Cohort +115
(20E, 26C)
Avzrage of Woodeock
2 schoals and DORT/Gray
. \ 142 students High povertw A4 — o= -
= ) it ) FEATE = _ st Zrad +1.15 +0355 +0.65 +0.
S mith et al. (1594 hlatched (2} | 4 vam (74E. 65C) 14 s chool in Memphis 1 .t_ﬂc.'a 11 { 0.6 {.60
4 cohorts 2nd srads +0.08
et Srégrade|  +0.36
4th zrads =004
Average of Woodcock and
2 schodls High-poverty schools [DORT
Wasil & Elavin (1593) Matched (8} | 3 var (1E,1C) 1-3 in Charleston, 8C, 1st grade +0.20 +038% +0.3% +0.38
3 cohorts 40%: FL; 60%2A4 2nd zrads +0.67
3rd zrads =030
2 schodls Small rural town in g‘a?]_ga of Woodcock and <002
. s . . (1E,1C) Mardand
N ) ! )| 2 waam -2 - +002 +0.02 .02
2lavin & Madden (1591) Matched (3) vEaLE 108 stodents L0%FL_ 50%AA 0.0 0.0 0.0
(58E, 50C) S0W CTB: =002
4 schodls
. . \ (ZE.20C) High-poverty schools [Averags of Woodcock and
Wang & Ross 1] ! )] ] ’ s - . = 02 +0 +0.
Wang & Foss (19003) latehad (2) 1 wpaar 97 stdents 1 in LitleRock AK |DORT 020 0.39 0.30
(30E,47C)
2 schodls High-poverty mostly
. - . . (1E,1C) Hizpanic schools in [Average of Woodcock and - -
Wang & Fosz ] it ] 7 L +0135 +0 .15
Wang & Ross (1855h) latched (2) 1 vaar 7 srsdents 1 Alhsmbes Distict near [DORT 0.1 0.16 0.1
(43E. 38C) Dhosnin, AT
L Woodeock
Spani:h-Sominant Word Atack| =063
50 stedents LEP students in Word léenification] _ ~0.06
Slavin & Madden (1993) Matched (8} | 3 waam (21E, 25.C) 1-3 Philadelphia, PA who +036 £.07 .22
. had transitionsd to Pazzage Comprshansion £.07
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Desi : le Effect Sizes by Overall
Study Larze/Small Duration N Grade 1 . Posttest Subgroup/ |Decoding | Comprehenzion E{’.fet:t
Meazure Siza
Direct Inztruction
. , , 2216 children . Hizh poverty schools [MAT Readine
F(1978) N ) rEars - - P - = - +0.07 +0.07
Kennady (1378) Mached (L) | 4v=ms | or 1pssgy K3 WY BLIL &M |Comprehension 0.0 0.0
12 schools
(6E. 6 C) High-poverty schools CIB:
Mac Feer et al. (2003} Matched (L) | 4 vaam 45 . Mant K-3 in Baltimors, majosity| Reading Comprhension +0.13 - +0.13 +0.07
(171E, 104C) African-Amancan V oeabulary 0.00
Wisconsin Reading 21all
Matched ot 2 schodls Hizh poverty African [0V ei0pmEnt
Grant (1973} h H =ﬂ(5_ ® 2 waan 78 students K-1 American studants in Lonz Vowels =064 +0.84 - =0.84
ee i (3%E, 380) WI Baze Words +1.33
Dalz Johnson Werd 054
F.zcoznition ”

MNote: L=large studw with at laast 250 students; S=small study with lzss than 250 students; E=Experimental; C=Control; DOR. T=Drurrell Oral Reading Test; CTH E=C omprehensive Tast ofBaszic

Elalls; 8 AT=Echolastic Achisvement Test; BEAP=Basic 3kills Asszssment Program MA T=Metropolitan Achisvement Test; FL=Frea'raduced-price lunch; W=White; A A=Afncan American,

H=Hispanic; FLL =Englizh languags learner.
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Tahle 5: Kindergarten-Only Studies

Study L;::g:]ﬂl Duration N Grade Sample Char acteristics Posttest Suig'ﬁ;{:fm?me Eg:;ﬂlh
B eading Curricula
Saperkids
43 classes SAT-10
o . (23E, 20C) Schools thorughout the Soundsand Letters +0.25
Borman & Dowling (2007) Matched @ | Lyear 750 students K US., 52% minotity Word Reading +0.14 +020
(400E , 350C) Sentence Reading +0.22
43 clazzes LI5S - -
. Q1E. 220) Sc hocfls I‘.horughﬂut the W or!j Ana_l‘.ﬂsts +0.41
D'Agostine (2008) Matched (L) 1 year 750wt K US, 47%H., Reading Words 023 023
(302E. 365C) 38% minerity Reading Comprehension +0.24 '
: Vocabulary +0.02
Yovager Univerzal Literacy
[845121130[13; African American Woodcock
Frechiling et al. (2006) Matchad (L) 1 wear 398 students K 5mdm[5hm ? urban Word D 0 H).67
(202E, 196 C) oo Word Atack <111
Woodcock
3 schools _ Word ID 010
Hecht (2003) Maiched (S) | 3 months (1E.2C) K High-poverty schools in Word Analysis +0.10 0.02
213 ztudentz Orlando DIBELS
(101 E, 112 C)
Monzenzs Word 0.07
Instructional Technology
Waterford Earlv R eading Program
Paterson etal. (2003) Mawched @) | 1 year ltggaé‘aﬁ‘ K |FREPONEYCOmMUNY) ¢ ord Recogaition Test 0.00
15 claszes
Tracey & Young (2006) Matched (L) 1 year 5 SECMEEM K nmhf;if;;“:ﬂ;m@ TERA2 +047
(151E, 114C)
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Study L“I::g;:]ﬂ Duration N Grade Sample Char acteristics Posttest Suigﬁ:::li:fml?me Eg:;ﬂlh
The Literacv Center (L eapFrog)
Randomizd § schools igh povery schools i Gates MEcGimtis 0.17
BT (2003) Q!.lasi- 1 vear 238 students K LasVesas 30% ELL . +0.14
Experiment (8) (126E, 132C) i DIBELS +0.12
Destination R eading
15 classes F—Iigl}-pomrtj,-'high-l DIBELS .56 )
Barnett (2006) Maichad (L) 1 year $E.7C) K minonity communty i | Clay Word Facopnition Test 047 033
B FL Diolch 0.56
Writing to Read
241 students Affican American : .
Stevenzon =t al. (1988) Matchad (5) 1 vear . K students in Washington, (WAT Reading +0.35
- (36E, 133C) DC = =
2 =chools High-poverty African
Granick & Feid (1987) Matchad (S) 1 year 73 students K American hoolz in  |MAT +0.02
(37E, 36C) Baltimore
Instructional Process Programs
Ladders to Literacy
Laddars to Literacv Group
% =chools End of bind ;
(. 4C) nd o m_ srgarten
404 students Woodcock
3 groups “-D:l’ﬂ Attack +0. 11
Ladders only: Word ID 025
11 teachers. _ _ Followup to Fall of first grade
. 20 weeks, . ’ Tide I and non-Title I [Word Attack +038
Fuchsetal. (2001) Randomized | oo one . ;;f’ “‘id;’:fs_ K kinderzartensin  [Word ID 0.0 021
© year followup 111?:&.:113}5 ' Nashville, TN [Ladders+ PALS Group
133 5mdenr_';,: Er_u:l of kindergarten
Control: 'ﬁ_orﬂ Attack —D.Sl.is
11 teachers. Word IDy +0.25
139 students Followup to Fall of first grade
Word Attack +0.41
Word ID +0.43

62

The Best Evidence Encyclopedia is a free web site created by the Johns Hopkins University School of Education’s Center for Data-Driven Reform in Education (CDDRE) under funding from the
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.




_ Design o G Effect Sizes by Overall
Study Large/Small Duration N Grade Sample Char acteristics Paosttest Subgroup/Measure | Effect Size
17 clazses Woodcock Johnzon Latter Word

N _ (9E. 30 Roral midwestern (D a

OConnor (135%) Mached (L) | Tyear 318 students K district, 100% White Typical children 033 043
(192E. 82C) At-rizk childran +0.68

Little Books
Fandomized 19 classss Urban and rural schools MET

Phillips etal. (1990 i- = K in Mewfoundland, +H)22
lips stal. (1550) - Q‘zzﬂ O e 309 students B School - home 033
L School only] +0.19
Home only +).14

Mote: L=large study with atleast 230 students; S=small study with less than 230 st dents; E=Experimental; C=Control; ITBS: Jowa Test of Basic Skills; SAT-10: Stanford Achievement Test; TER.A=Test
of EatlyReading Ability, MAT=Metropolitan Achievement Test; FL=Free/reduced-price lunch; W=White; AA=African American; H=Hispanic; ELL=Englizh language learner..
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Table6

UpperE lamentary Reading Curricula

Desien E ffect Size by
Study ; Duration N Crade Sample Charactenistics Postiest Subgroup/ Ohverall E fect Size
LargeSmall M
Core Bazal Prograne
Open Court
3 schools High-poverty schools in | Tema Nowa
P - - T, 33 teachars as D, FL . NC, TX Comprehension H1.15 =
Beorman, Dowling, & Schnedc 2007) | Randomizd (L) 1vear (15E, 150) 2 TI%FL, T3% minority, Composite rEE 0.15
613 students 11% ESL Wocabulary =013
Grade 2 echort: SATS
434 studants
y - . s Grade 2-3 cohort +0.30
Skindmud & Gersten, 2006 Matched L) Zvean @RE, 140 2.3 34 High-poverty schodls in 020
Grmade 3 cchort: Sacramento
642 studants .
Grade 3-4 cohorl +0.10
(30E.2020) =e '
Feadne Strest
3 middle class schoels; 2 |Gat=s MacGinitie
Wilkarzen, Shannen, & Harman e 5 schools . Tatle I, high porerty ] ]
(2006) Randomizd (L) | ly=ar 7 teachars 3 schodls, 4% FL, 5T6W, Ind zrade -0.10 -0.08
23AA 11%H % arads 0m
40 tzachears 4 sehools mationwide,  [Gatss MadGinitis
Willcers hamn % Herman - . N : T
"ﬁgtf’m: Shanncn, &H Randomizd (L) | 1vear 793 students 23 86% W, 8%H, 3%A4, 2nd grads 014 004
(2007} (409, 3840) 284 FL %rd zrade —0.06
Houshton Mifflin Readine
10 schock IIBR
(5E,5C)
Cohort 1
Cabort 1: 4 Cohorts: Cehart 1: Mostly AA schods in Readinz] 0.8
7 vman Cchort 1 Grades 2-3 Chicazn i — 038
rartz & Tohnson (2003) Matched (L) -y 586 studants 2: =0 S5 0.
Swartz & Johnson (2003) e e S'EE“;;‘; %“h‘,“ : 84%; FL, 76% AA Total 015 0.11
1year (22CE. = mes 18 W, 2% H Cohost 2
Cohort 2 Reading 004
463 studants Vocabulary .17
(B1E, 374C) Total H07
Harcourt Readine Prosram
63 schocks
- . o (183E.43C) - High-poverty schools in -
2 & Mo 2 ] ! ] -3 . . I 0.
Conner, Greens & MNunros (2004) latched (L) 1 year 12 832 studants 3 Dhilaie Terra Nova 0.10
(3.928E, 8904 C)
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Desi E ffect Size by
Study .lgl Duration N Crade Sample Characteristics Postiest Subgroup/ Overall E ffect Size
LargeSmall Mezzmre
‘Whaole Langusge Bazalz
([Righy
Gates DlacGinitie
Second Graders
Word Decoding| H.22
:_'"fmj c= Hizh-poverty schools. Wond Kﬂm&‘la{.ﬂza -0.07
Wilkeerson (2004} Matched (L) Twesls e Zand 4 0% FL, 579 AL Comprehansion) -0.23 026
|<stoents 20% H 5% W Total -0.03
(M3E 227C) ) Fourth Graden
Voeabulary| -0.61
Comprzhension)| -0.33
Total| -0.43
lementary Curricula
Schoolwide Fnrichment Reading Modd
31 tearhers 2 middle-class schoelsin | O3] Reaging Fluency +0.08
. New Enzland towns 367
s, Ecleart, v . 5, & . TE, ] - R
Reis, Eckart, MeCoach, Jacobs. & | o omizd () | 14 wasis (17E.14C) 35 FL, 64% W, 28% H, 3% 012
Covnz (2003) M4 shudants o nL: . ~
(306E.238C) AL 3% Asten,  18% |rTRR 015
: ! LFP
EL zof Reading Conprehenzion
Gatz MacGinitis
] o WVocabulary| +0.21
18 texchars Schodls in A7 K'Y, VA, Comprehension +0.11
{l0E 3 C: and OF. Total H.17
Fesender, Sndiharan & Azin (2006) | Fandomized (L) 413 s . 3 60% FL, 36%W, 28% H, [ERDA +0.08
[““BE?meTE‘- 20% A Tarset Woms in Contant 005
= . B Wative American Wamrative Passaze Fluaney +0.03
Informational Passass Flusncy| 000
Rzading Comprehension| +0.12
E lement= of Readine: Vocabulary
7 schodls High-poverty schocls in |Gates Meliniti=
- Pandomizad Quasy : i AL and NY. Vocabulary| +0.21
A 2M03a) . 1 268 studants 3 —= +0.10
ihorp (2005 —l S 3% FL, 4% A4, Comprehersion] __ =0.10
) 46% W, 10% LEP ER.DA Sight Vocabulary 0.00
E lements of Reading; F
iz oty White, hish- |ERDA
10 classas p;q:r‘wnigﬂhltmnl s Word Tentifeat 000
T T T 5 213 = ‘ot Identificabion) i
Apthorp (2003) Fandomizzd E‘S’;‘" 1 year (15314 iy 2 M%FL 8% W, 12% Namative Passame Flomcy] 20,15 010
= ’ T AAM 4% H, E%wLEP Infomationzl Passass Fluency =0.18
Gates MeGiniti= Comprehension .05
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E Fect Size by

Study 'EE 1 Duration N Grade Sample Characteriztics Pocttest Subgroup/ Overall E ffect Size
= Meamure
F lhnency Fornmb
Randomized Quasi 2 classes Buburban districts in Lons
Sivin-Kachal & Bialo (2003) S S?" 1vear 128 studants 2 Tland, WY, Woodeock Passazs Comprehension 04
expariment (3) (66E, 62C) 20% FL, T LER
Jacob'zLadder
Rural hish-poverty
3 tamibavgh 2007) Matchad (3} 2wezls 2 schools 33 schoals in OFL IIB3 +0.02
2T FL
Contextualb-Bazed Vocsbulary Instructien
16 classas 5 chools in midwestem  |Gatas MacGinitiz
o . Randomized Quasi ) (5, 8C) N district Comme e e e
Nelson & Stage (2007) experiment ([) | -t 308 stodents 3.3 29 FL, T0%W, 24% HL cmprTEmen 015
(135E, 148C) 24% LEP Vocabulary| =003
ChuiclBeads
Gates WlacGinitis
Comprzhension| =0.32
4 classes High-povarty subusban Ratz| =0.30
. . (ZE,2C) schoal. Accuracy| =042
sl (2 ] ! b 2wezls 0.2
Huxla (2006) Tatched (2} waslz §1 students 3 69% FL, 63% AL TOWEE 0.24
(33E, 260) IFaW Bight Word 013
Decoding 012

Motz L=largs stody with at least 230 studants; S=small study with lass than 230 students; E=Experimental; C=Control; 3 AT-%=2tanford Achizvament Test S%th Edition; ITBS=Iowa Tast of Basic Elills; ERDA=Eardy Rzading
DHagnostic Assassament, FL=Frea/rmducad -prics lunch; W="Whitz AA=African American, H=Hizpanic, [EP=Limit=d Enzlish Proficiznt.
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Table 7

(310E, 321C)

Upper Elementary Technology Programs
. Effect Sizebv
Design : . —————— | OverallEffect
=y Lurafon =N Lrade Sample L Naracieristics L DSTLEST =
Study Laree/Small Duration N Grade Sample Characteristics Postrest Subgroup/ Size
—Argenat Measure
Supplem ental CAI Programs
Academy of Reading
-—111w£:,a-:11;ecr; Schools across the TS,
Campuzano etal. (2009) Randomized (L) 1 year o 4 63%FL, 34%:44 20%H, |SAT-10 0.01
- 890 students Lo
(495E, 404C) o
LeapTrack
Esgg'ailgeé; Schools across the TS,
Campuzano, etal. (2008) Randomized (L) 1 year ,‘.‘.4 é;de 4 61%:FL, 37%A4, 33%30W, [SAT-10 +0.09
(665E., 608C) [0%eE
Jostens (F arlier form of Compass L earning)
12 elasses Sehool atan amy base near| M
. . . - 2 & i Wachi 17, 4 & . 015
Alifrangis (1991) Fandomizzd (5) 1 year (6E.6C) 46 ashmﬁlt;lnc;n;:‘;rl:. ENb Sth erade 2020 0.15
- fith grade 0.04
) ) . - 1 scheol . Inner cityBaltimors N
Becker (1994) Fandomizzd (5) 1 year 187 students 2-5 High poverty. CAT 0.09
2 zchools \ g
Standish (1095) Matched (3) 1 year 139 students 2 Smdents in suburban DE | L+L 0 Feading .05
- - . Comprehension
(36E, 83C)
106 schools BIEP
Estep (1997) Matched posthec (L) 4 years i 3 Elementary schools in IN Readine Vocabulary .03 -
- (33E, 33C) - - - +H).03
Reading Total +0.03
. 83 students . School in 2 predominanty
Clariana (1994 Matched post hoe (8 1 e - |CIBS +0.20
(1993) ched post hoc () e (47E. 38C) 5 White, rural ares.
Compass L earning
. . N Garfield Heights, OH  [QAT
f‘:‘*‘ﬁ%";}R"s"a“h Consulfing | \ g iched posthoc (5) | 2years hsgniffamg 45 50%FL, 63% W, 4% H, Tyea| 010 +0.29
i T 1396 A4 2 years +0.29
CCC Successmaker
13 schools SAT
e b - (TE.6C) o= Middle class students in Comprehension 000
Campbell (2000) Matched (L) 1 year 701 students 43 Etowah, AL 002
Vocabulary +H.04

67

The Best Evidence Encyclopedia is a free web site created by the Johns Hopkins University School of Education’s Center for Data-Driven Reform in Education (CDDRE) under funding from the
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.




Design Effect Sizeby | oy erall Effect
Sudy Duration N Grade Sample Characteristics Posttest bgroup! |~ o
Study Lares/Small Duration N Grade Sample Characteristics Posttest Subgroup/ Size
—Arge Amat Measure
CIBS
6 schools One vear
(4E, 2C) Comprehension +H) 23
Eight 1-year Vocabulary H1.23
. P - cohorts ) High poverty schoeols in Los| Two vears
Ragosia (1983) Matched (L) ? years Three 2-year 6 Angsles Comprehension 0.01 +0.17
cohorts Vecabulary| +H.17
Ons 3-vear Thres years
cohott Cemprehension 024
Vocabulary +).38
CTES Reading
- \ 256 students . Spanish-speaking migrant 3rd DE4
Saracho (1982) Matchad (L) 1 year (128E. 128C) -6 eudents —_1Lh 023 -0.09
Sth +).16
6th 0.17
Classworks Gold
2 achools, Schools in rural Tennszase ICAP
Whitaker (2005 Matche e < : : BEEE - 3
Thitaker (2003) Metched post hoe () 1 year 218 students 45 629 Low SES. ._1&1 0.10 0.14
Sth .19
My Reading Coach
Pradominately minerity |GFADE
. o 4 zchools students from 4 schools in 3 Vocabulary, 024
:ﬁ{fﬁ(%;‘éﬂ & Randomized (L) 1 year 284 students 24 ctates: > i +024
U (127E, 157C) 2T ELLs, 36% A4 36% c . "
A omprehension +0.22
H,22% W
WICAT
MY C Public Schools;
\ . \ . - 30 xchools 25 Predominantly African .
Maller (1997) Matched posthoc (L) 3 wears (10E. 200) 3-3 American and Hisparic, DEFP 0.02
1 7% ESL
3 zchools
" \ . - (1E. 4C) - = Schoolz in northwrest SC
Clayton (1892) Matched posthee (L) 1 year 426 students < 46% FL, 59%W, 39% A4 CIBS 001
(181E. 243C)
4 zehools
Mys & Petrie (1988) Matched posthoe (L) | 3 years 1;}2 Jd[:}[ 24 Schools in Dearborn, MI |TTBS 015
257 students
(81E. 176C)
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Effect Sizebv

Design . . Overall Efiect
udy Luraton A Lrrade Dample L haracierisiics rosiiest -
Sudv Laree/Small Duration N Grade Sample Characteristics Postiest S\[{E;::E: Size
Open Book to Literacy
‘(15EC hc{El; High-poverty scheols in
Williams (2005) MEtched (5) 1 year 2 i 1 hamphis; TORC +0.28
<! stmasnts 51% W, 24% H, 21% A4
(66E. 61C) ' '
Other Supplem ental CAI
9 classs Schools in inner city
Becker (1504) Randomized (3) 1 wear 23 Balttmors CAT +).06
- 199 students 0% EL 20 A4
) - 2 zchools .
Easterling (1982) Randomizd (S) 4 months 42 students 5 Schools in suburban school |\ 7 p o2 ging Comprehension +0.05
(MvicroSystem 800 I district =
- (21E, 21C)
4 zchools
Schmidt (1991) o _ (2E,2C) . Schools in Southern CA .
(Wasatch ILS) Maiched (L) | yeat 1224 stdents =6 25%FL CIBS 0.04
(646E, 578C)
:ElsEc hf?; Students from 3 low to
Cooperman (1983) Matchad (L) 1 wyear 170 l:u‘d- " 24 middle clazz achools. CAT 0.06
S smeEn 86% W, 13% A4
(204E, 266 C) :
¢ teachers
Brye (1984) Maiched (5) 15 weeks GE, 30) 4 Schoolsin Omaha NE |01 Foeading +0220
- 152 students Comprehension
[83E. 60C)
6“;1&5“535 Hig h-poverty low-achisving E:;?,Mk;:frd_'j’mdi :gti
Roth & Beck (1987) Matched (5) 1 year ' [:E; . Jd }[ 4 urban schools 12 VOCa ary 2 +0.38
ndenis . . .
100% AA CATR.eading Comprehe 0.00
(39E. 49C) Falte Lompreiendon
4 schools P —
Coomes (1985) Marched (5) 1 year 102 students 4 Maddle clas schoolsin TX ¢ 1B +0.02
(S1E. 510) -
3 schools Schools in suburban Gatzs Nac Ginitis
Hoffman (1984) Mitched (5) lyear 9§ studenis 3 midwest Comprehension 0.04 007
(31E.430) 11% minority Vocabulary 0.10
4 zchools -
Levy (1985) Maiched posthoc (L) | 1 year 581 students 5 S“b“’b;‘i‘ﬁgjt school  Hent +0.10
[203E. 2830)
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Effect Sze by

Design . . Overall Effect
Studv Duration N Grade Sample Characteristics Posttest Subgroup/ —
Large Small Measure Size
Computer-Managed Learning Svstems
Accelerated Reader
DRS
Low SES studentsina Vocabulary 23
i . 77 sgudents . southeastarn state; Comprehension 0.13 -
Knox (1996) Randomized (S) 3 months (40E, 37C) 34 T3 EL, 79% W, 13% AA [SAT 0.03
8%:H Vocabulary 0.07
Comprehension 0.17
3 schools Majerity-Hispanic schools
e (3007 PR - (1E.2C) 4z inLos Angelas; "
Tee (2007) Matched (L) | year 2072 students = 02%FL, 19% H 17% A4, [C°F 0.06
(612E, 1460C) 61%ELL
Innov ative Technology Applications
Fast ForWord
P P - 349 students - Schoels in Appalachian TN | .. ps
Marion (2004) Matchaed (L) 1 year (15E. 134C) 36 52%EL. 100% W Terra Mova 0235
" P . (Gatz= MacGinitiz
Scientific Learning (2006) Matched (3) 15 weels 142 students 5.6 Maddle class schools in Comprehension]  +0.12 +0.11
= (33E. 87C) Northwezt OH ocabulary T
|Lightspan
101 students Schoolz in the Cassar SAT
Birch (2002) Matched post hoc (5) 2years (50E. 51C) 23 Rodney School Districtin Vocabulary +) 50 +0.42
’ DE Comprehension H).25

Mote: L=large stdywith at lz=ast 250 students, S=mall study with less than 2350 students; E=Experimental; C=Control; CTBS=Comprehenszive Test of Basic Skills; CAT=California Achievement Test
C3T= Califormia Standards Test; MAT=Metropolitan Achevement Test, ITB S=Iowa Test of Basic Skills ISTEP=Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Prog ress; OAT=0hie Achievement Test

TCAP=Tennessze Comprehensive Assessment Program; GRADE=Group Reading Assessmentand Diagnostic Examination; DRP=Degrees of Reading Power; WEAT=Wide Range Achisvement Test;
SAT=Scholastic Achizvement Test; DES=Diagnostic Reading Scales; FL=Free/reduced price lunch; W= White, AA= African American, H= Hispanic, ELL=FEnglish language learners; LEP= Limited

English Proficient
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UpperE lementary Instructional Proces Programs

Table8

. Design ‘ - Effect Size by Overall
ks Lar mall Hmia i o) el Rt £ e Subgroup /M easure | Effect Size
Cooperative L eamming
Coop erative Integrated Reading and Composition ({CIRC)
7 schoal=z CAT
(3E. 4C) Working-class suburb of |
Stevens and Slavin (1993a) Matched (L) 2 years r'ijl E‘a;f‘-'; 26 Baltim ore Vocabulary 030 +0.23
o OUFL, 953 %W
1299 students i C omor b 026
(63 3E. 664C) cmprenension -
> s
15 Ao Suburban diswictin ) ) -
Stevens & Slavin (1995h) Matched (L) 2 years oo case 2.6 Maryland C omprehension 028 +0.25
' (GIE. 240 10% FL, 93%W
873 s - W ocabulary +021
(411E, 462C) -
) oot MAT
£ EC00ls . . .
] ) Mournt Vernon, WA  ompt chensi o +0.09
Jenkins et al. {1954) Matched (L) 1 year rSﬁ?]:f:uiE;le 1-6 160 L V ocabulary 031 018
SRR R Total +0.18
CAT
Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & 1{95;&14?{5 Maddle-class suburb of
I : Matched (L) 12 weeks o 34 Baltimore Comprehension +H).19 +0.18
Farmish (1987; Study 1) 21 dasses - R
(A1E. 100) 49 FL. 84% W, 16% AA ~ -
\LE. 0] Vocabulary| H1.17
9 schoals CAT
Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & i . (4E. 3C) ) Middle-class suburb of Comprehension 33 .
Farrish (1987 Study 2 Matched (L) 6 manths 22 dasses 4 Baltimore V ocabulary mET] .45
R (9E. 13C) 18%FL. 78% W, 22% AA Total .23
4350 sudents Dharrell +0.54
% school s CAT
(2 C.2E) Compr ehensi o +H).10
Bramlett {1994) Matched (L) 1 vear 12 classes 3 Fural southern Ohio Total Reading +H0.07 +0.08
392 sudents Word Analy=iz +0.10
(198E. 194C) Vocabulary] +H).03
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Study L aiﬂﬁaﬂ Duration N Grade| Sample Characteristics Posttest Sulf E:::: i‘ﬁ:;‘“ . g;;’";'ilm
2 schools ITBS
Rapp (1991) Matched (S) 1 year s(sl iuégi 3 | " ml’;’;‘i;i;iflﬂ;"ls n Comprehension 70.08 +0.14
43E 45 C) Vocabulary +0.18
7 schools .
(3E. 4C) Spanish- dominant sudents |5 1-+5 2nd graders +0.30
Year I: transifioning to Englishin [ -
Calderon, Hertz-Lazarowitz, & Matched (S) ) years 84 studerts 2 2ad 3 high-poverty school s near NAFT 3rd graders 087
Slavin (1999) - =) -3 (51E, 33C) - the Mexican border in - '
. 1 wear +0.62
Year 2: Texas. '
50 students 9% H - -
(26E. 33C) < yeas 087
MAT: 3rd orade
Vocabulary +0.20
i Matched posthoc 630 sudents . < Sulnwrban district near Comprehension +1.08 .
Skeans (1991) L) 19 menths (348 E, 282 C) 3 and 3 Houston MAT: }'-thEIrJrade 003
Vocabulary 0.13
Comprehension 024
Reader's Theater
Compared to contral
Tetra Nova +H)22
Oral Reading +0.50
Casrick (2000) Matched (8) | 14 weeks ? Sjﬁaé‘? 5| Uuzﬁa‘;t‘:fﬁn o i?;;i:red topaired +0.29
Tetra Nova +).12
Oral Reading +0.30
Same-Aze Tutoring Programs
PALS
43 students SDET Reading
Fuchs Fuchs Kardan & Allen  |Randomized quasi| . . 15 smderts Teau:h in . Studerts in a s-omheasl:em Comprehension )
(1990) ex perim ent (S) 21 weeks [PAL S:.P_J.L S-I—.CT (PALS| 2-3 . u.t}- S PALS +0.72 +0.36
ST N + titaring strategi es), and 24% FL, 62% W, 38%.A4
PALSHG 0.00

control
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Studv

Design
Lar mall

Duration

N

Grade

Sample Characteristics

Posttest

Effect Size by

Overall

Subgroup/M easure

Effect Size

Sam e Age Tutoring

Van Keer & Vethaeghe (2003)

Matched (L)

1 vear

+ Strate:

av [nstruction

Second graders:
11 classes
(3E, 6C)

213 students
(31E, 124C)
Fifth zraders:
10 classes
(4E, 6C)
208 sudents
(101E. 107C)

[

[}

Middle class schoolzin
Flanders, Bel zium

DutchReading
Comprehension Test

2nd graders

.17

3th graders

+1.40

+).29

Van Keer & Vethaeghe (2008)

Matched (L)

1 vear

Second graders:
12 classes
(6E, 6C)

234 sdents
(110E, 124C)
Fifth graders:
13 classes
(9E, 6C)
203 students
(136E. 107C)

[

[}

Middle class schoolzin
Flanders, Bel zium

DutchReading
Comprehension Test

2nd graders

+).26

3th graders

+H.21

+).24

Cross-Age Tutoring Programs

Reading Together

Policy Studies Associates {2007)

Randomized (5)

1 vear

124 students
(S6E, 68C)

School in Ining, TX

Tetra Mova

-0.01

Cross-Age Tutoring

Hil ger (2000)

Matched ()

1 vear

1 school
72 students
47E. 30

a2

Hizh-poverty schoal.
T8% FL: 34%AA 4%
Asian, 26% W, 3% H.

STAR

Fluency
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Studv

Design
Lar mall

Duration

Sample Characteristics

Posttest

Effect Size by

Overall

Subgroup/M easure

Effect Size

Cross-Age Tutoring + Strategy

Van Keer & Vethaeghe (2003)

Matched (L)

1 vear

Second graders:
0 classes
(3E. 6C)

190 sudents
(66E, 124C)
Fifth graders:
10 classes
(4E, 6C)
276 sudents
(169F_107C)

[
a

Middle class schoolzin
Flanders, Bel zium

DutchReading
Comprehension Test

2nd graders

+H1.22

Sth graders

+).32

+H.27

Van Keer & Verthaeghe (2008)

Matched (L)

1 vear

Second graders:
14 classes
(8E, 6C)

2386 sudents
(162E, 124C)
Fifth graders:
13 classes
(7E, 6C)
263 sudents
(136E. 107C)

[
wn

Middle class schoolz1n
Flanders, Belzium

Duich Reading
Comprehension Test

Second sraders

+1.42

Fifth graders

Strategy

Belzgian Strategy Model

Van Keer & Vethaeghe (2003)

Matched (L)

1 vear

Second graders:

14 classes
(8E, 6C)
287 sudents
(163E, 124C)
Fifth graders:
14 classes
(8E, 6C)
284 sudents
(177E. 107C)

(=]
[

Middle class schoolsin
Flanders, Belgium

Dutch B eading
Comprehension Test

Second graders

+0.24

Fifth graders

+0.30
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Design . - Effect Size by Overall
Sudy Luraton . ample & Nara o eristes 1 0STTEST .
Study Laree/Small Duration N Grade| Sample Characteristics Posttest SuberounM easure | Effect Size
Thinking Maps
2 schools = ] .
‘1E. 167 High-poverty schoolsin
Leary (1999) Matched (S) 1 year . 4 sowutheastern VA SAT9 +0.31
] - 78 students 709 FL. 60% AA 31% W
(1E. 37C) Yo FL, 090 AN 5 1%
2 schools . .
. i High-poverty white schools
A i A = o
Hickie (2006) Matched posthoe | 5 oo (IE 16) 43 innortheastem TN | TCAP +0.70
(3) - 34 students 319 FL
(24E, 30C) e
Foundations and Frameworks
:; ﬂsdjfo.lf Philadelphia Christian Gates Macinitie
Blackmon (2008) Matched (3) 1 year lilk:-lE: 2C) 4.3 schools; Comprehension| -0.08 002
3 sudents : ) T
(S2E. 51C) predominantly AA H Vocabulary 004
Reciprocal T eaching
(Spﬁr::r: Brunstein & Kieschle Matched (5) 10 weeks 105 - 16 Middle-dass schodlsin | German stam_ia.rdized 057
(2007 Germarry comprehension test
Fluency Ingruction
FORI
3 {i 4 in NJ A +)2
R mized ? su:’m:ol:s High pn\tmri:}d;nols inMNJ |TOWEE 029
Kubn etal (2006) quasi-ssperiment | 1 year (3E. 2C) 2| g mERA S |GORT-¢ ~0.10 +0.19
(s) - 277 students 3806 FL, 51% AA 23% W, WIAT 018
- (143E. 84C) 21%H, 5% Asian :
Structured Phonetic Intery ention Programs
Exemp lary Center for Reading Instruction (ECREI)
5 schools B
. g Highpoverty SAT
Reid (1996) Matchedposthec |, (4E. IC) 26 schools in eastern TN : : . +0.65
(L) ) 921 sudents 009 W Compr ehension +H1.71
(390E.331C) ) Vocabulary +0.59
B - - y ITES
. Matched post hoc 475 sudents . Utban school district - —
( b : - 07 -+
Cehen (1391) @L) | year (243E, 231C) © | 45% AA 34% W 21%H Compr chension 0.0 .14
Vocabulary| +H1.21
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) Design . . . Effect Size by Overall
Study Lar nall Duration N Grade| Sample Characteristics Posttest SuberounM easure | E ffect Size
Phonics Based Professional Development
Language E ssentials for T eachers of Reading and Spelling (LE TES)
0 schools Various state
5330 studernts 6 urban di gricts ATsessinents
4 . (1983 LETRS. - T8% FL, 78%2AA 13%96W, N
Garet et al. (2008) Fandomized(L) 1 year {TSSJI_ETRS M 2 SOLHL LETES 0.08 +).06
Coaching, LETRS + Coachins +0.03
1809 C)
Integrated Langnage Arts Programs
Literature-Based Program
) 595c1a§§es Students in two suburban CAT
Morrow (1982) Randomiz ed quasi 1 vear (56 LED + nis . schoolsinNJ School + home +0.21 021
. e ex periment (S) ¥ " iorme IjﬂmE S| 24%FL, 43% AA 37% W, =
Y. A ] nn
61C) 14% Asian School only 020
Success in Reading and Writing
2 schools CAT
. (1E, 1C) Elementary schools in the . . qa
i o 1 e ; LA S 73 B Comprehension 02 -
Lindsew (1985) Matched (8) 1 vear 97 s 23 Pacific Northwest B 2 0.11
(36E, 41C) Vocatalary +0.01
Carbo REeading Stvles
13 dasses Urban school in the mid-
- (6 E,7C) south i -
: 0 1 i F=p . \ 2 A o o o AT
Oglesty & Suter (1903) Matched (8) 1 vear 108 i Jandg 80% AA 20%W. 81% Gates MacG initie 0.2
(I0SE.230C) remedial.
Classroom Management and Motivation Programs
Congistency Management Cooperativ e Discipline (CMCI)
10 schools . . MAT-6
ik ; _ +0.09
Freiberg, Prokosch, Treiser, & | Matched posthoc | (5E. 5C) L. | Hehpovertyschedsin o 00 5) )
Stein (1000) 1 2 wears 600 i 25 Houstony . +0.12
- ! A I64E. 3350) T29.FL, 0% AA TEAMS 014
(0=, 2230 (zrades 3 and 3) ]
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. Design . - Effect Sizeby | Overall
Studv Lar n Duration N Grade | Sample Characteristics Posttest Suberoup/M ea cure | Effect Size
14 schools . .
i High-poverty schools in
Opuni (2006) ?"Iatdleg_?"ih“ 1 your J,'[é'E: C) 3 Newark, NJ SATO +0.26
76 students 78%FL, 90% AA
(228E_228C)
Student Success Skills
20 schools Low-ac}n;;:igdasmdmm i1
Campbell and Brigman (2003) Randomized(L) | 6months 430 gudernts i 6 ) S vtr o FCAT +0.23
= 62% FL, 82% W, 9% AA
(240E, 240C) o
3% H
Fesponsiv e Classroom
§ schocls DRP
(E.3T)
3 groups: )
erades 2-5 Grades 2-3 +0.21
381 dudent=s Schools in a northeastern
Fimm-Eaufman, Fan, Chiu, & Matched posthoc S (211E, 170C) 15 wbat di strict, 015
You (2007) @ 73 grades 3-3 | 35%FL, 57% W, 22% AA Grades 3-5 H16 :
302 sudents 21%H
(282E, 220C)
grades 4-3
306 sudents -
Grades 4-3 H0.07
(266E, 240C) races

Note: L=large study with at least 230 sudents; S=small sady withless than 230 students; E=Ex perim ental ; C=C ontrol; CAT=California Achievement Test MAT=Metropolitan Achievement
Test ITES=lowa Tests of Basic Skalls; STAAS=Texas Assessment of Academic Skills-Spanish; NAPT-Norm-Referenced Assessment Program for Texas; SDET=>5tanford Diagnostic
Beading Test; SAT=5tarford Achievemert Test; TC AP=Tetmessee Comprehensive Assessment Program; PAL 8=Peet- Assisted Learning Strategies; PAL S-HG=Peer-Assisted Leaning
Stratem es with Help-Giving Tramning. TOWEE=Test of Word F.eading Effic ency; GORT=Gray Oral R eading Test: GEADE=Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Exammation:
STAR=Standardized Testfor Assessment of Reading: WIAT= Wechsler Individaul Achievement Test TEAMS=Texas State Assessment of Academic Skills; SAT=Scholastic Achievement
Test DR P=Degrees of Feading Power; FCAT=Flondas Comprehensive Assessment Test FL=Free Reduced lunch W=White, AA=Afncan Amencan H=Hispanc, CTBES=C omprehensive

Testof Basic Skills.
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